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Trends in the Taxation of Intangibles 


During the past decade a num- 
ber of trends have disclosed them- 
selves in connection with the 
ad valorem taxation of intangibles. 


There has, for instance, been a 
strong trend toward the classifica- 
tion or segregation of intangibles 
and their taxation at compara- 
tively low rates in twelve states. 
These rates are low when con- 
trasted with the rates applied in 
the same states in the taxation of 
real estate and tangible personal 
property. These low rates are or- 
dinarily found to be a mere frac- 
tion of one per cent of the value 
of the intangibles or to be a given 
percentage of the income yield. 
This preferred treatment has led 
to the very general reporting of 
such intangibles by their owners, 
resulting in substantial tax rev- 
enue to the states and their 
subdivisions. 


A still stronger trend has be- 
come evident in nineteen jurisdic- 
tions where today intangibles are 
virtually exempt from all ad va- 
lorem property taxation, either as 
a direct result of legislation effect- 
ing that objective, or as a result 
of court decisions striking down 
acts seeking to classify such intan- 
gibles. Much of this type of ex- 


emption stems from the enactment 
of income tax laws in a number 
of these states, the taxation of the 
income from intangibles giving 
rise to legislation exempting the 
intangibles themselves. In other 
states, the tax enforcement of the 
property tax laws as to intangi- 
bles, resulting from the difficulties 
experienced in reaching the intan- 
gibles for tax purposes, has led to 
the formal abandonment of intan- 
gibles as a subject of ad valorem 
taxation. 


In the remaining eighteen states, 
there is one group of states where 
there is a partial classification of 
certain types of intangibles at rela- 
tively low rates and the other in- 
tangibles are ostensibly taxable at 
the high local ad valorem rates 
applicable to real estate and tangi- 
ble personal property. These other 
intangibles, as may be expected are 
ineffectually reached for taxation 
at these high local rates. 


In the second group into which 
the eighteen states are divided, all 
intangibles are impliedly subject 
to ad valorem taxation at the com- 
paratively high local tax rates. 
Here, too, many, if not most, in- 
tangibles may be found to escape 
taxation. 


283 





284 The Corporation Journal 


Domestic Corporations 


Delaware. 


Upon a merger which was ruled valid by the state court, where 
accrued preferred stock dividends were dated, Federal court 
indicates there was no contract right or chose in action remaining 
available to preferred stockholders on the theory that the m 

brought about an actionable reduction in preferred stock under char- 
ter provisions. Plaintiffs sought to recover in the Federal District 
Court, District of Delaware, damages for an alleged breach of pro- 
visions of the corporate charter of the defendant, which had merged 
with one of its subsidiaries. Plaintiffs owned 320 shares of the 
former 7% preferred stock of the company of a par value of $100, 
which, as of March 31, 1943, had accrued dividends of $88.67 per 
share. The certificates carried excerpts from the charter including 
the following: “In the event of any reduction in the stock of the 
corporation resulting in a reduction of the preferred stock either 
as to number of shares or as to the par value thereof * * *, the 
holders of the shares of said preferred stock affected by such reduc- 
tion and to the extent thereof * * * shall be entitled to receive 
and shall be paid an amount in cash not less than one hundred and 
ten per cent (110%) of the amount of the reduction * * * and 
* * * all cumulated and unpaid dividends thereon and a sum equal 
to a dividend at the rate of seven per cent (7%) per annum from the 
last dividend date to the date of such reduction or voluntary disso- 
lution.” Defendant was recapitalized on June 29, 1943 through the 
merger with its wholly owned subsidiary. The plan converted each 
of plaintiffs’ shares of old preferred into one share of new preferred 
and five shares of new common. The new preferred had no par 
value, though it had a stated value of $50, and the new common 
had a par value of $1 per share. Under the plan, the dividend 
accruals of the old preferred were wiped out, and the new preferred 
carried cumulative dividends of $2.50 per annum. Plaintiffs at the 
time of argument had not surrendered the certificates for their pre- 
ferred shares, but conceded that each of their $100 par value preferred 
shares had been transmuted into a no-par $50 stated value pre- 
ferred share and five $1 par value common shares. Plaintiffs argued 
they were entitled to a money judgment for $46,518.40 with interest 
from June 29, 1943, the merger date, in accordance with the pre- 
ferred stock contract in the amount of 110% of the amount of the 
reduction of the par value of the preferred stock, claiming that the 
preferred stock provision continued in effect up to the time when 
the agreement of merger became effective and, at the point in time 
when the merger effected the reduction of plaintiffs’ shares, the 
promise to pay was still in effect. They contended that the merger, 
while effective to transmute plaintiffs’ holdings, was ineffectual to 
vitiate the preferred stock contract provisions quoted above, and that 
this could only be done, if at all, by amendment under Sec. 26 of 
the Delaware Corporation Law. The court noted that the merger 
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was valid and that as all questions as to its essential fairness had 
been resolved by the Delaware Court of Chancery, plaintiffs could 
not attack the merger itself. The issue, then, was a narrow one as to 
whether a valid merger under Sec. 59 “operates to disturb what plain- 
tiffs call ‘a contract right’ or ‘a chose in action.’” The court, in 
denying plaintiffs’ motion for judgment and granting defendant’s 
motion for summary judgment, indicated it did not regard plaintiffs’ 
arguments as valid and that, under the Delaware law, “plaintiffs 
ought either to have accepted the provisions of the merger agreement 
and exchanged their shares, or they should have sought an appraisal 
under Sec. 61 of the Delaware Corporation Law, Rev. Code 1935, 
§ 2093, amended, 44 Del. Laws, c. 125, §6. This view is bottomed 
on the principle that the merger agreement wiped out all rights and 
preferences theretofore enjoyed by the old preferred stock.” Lang- 
felder et al. v. Universal Laboratories, Inc., 68 F. Supp. 209. William 
H. Foulk of Wilmington and Charles Rosenbaum and Maurice Geller 
of New York City, for plaintiffs. Caleb R. Layton, 3rd of Hastings, 
Stockly & Layton of Wilmington and Joseph P. Antonow of Swiren, 
Heineman & Antonow of Chicago, IIl., for defendant. 


Kentucky. 


Stockholder ruled entitled to purchase his proportionate share of 
new stock, but not necessarily at par, as majority of stockholders 
may fix price. “This case,” said the Court of Appeals of Kentucky, 
“involves the question of whether, under KRS 271.175, which became 
effective in June, 1946, a majority of the stockholders of a corporation 
can authorize its board of directors to issue and sell additional capital 
stock at its market value, which is above its par value, or whether a 
stockholder’s preemptive right to purchase his proportionate part of 
the additional issue entitles him to make the purchase at par rather 
than market value? The lower court held that a stockholder was 
not entitled to purchase his proportionate part of the stock at par. 
Hence this appeal. In 1946 the stockholders of the Heidelberg Brew- 
ing Company authorized the board of directors to increase the Com- 
pany’s capital stock from 400,000 shares with $1 par value to 600,000 
shares with the same par value. The Company entered into an 
agreement with certain bonding companies under which they agreed 
to take all of the issue not subscribed by the stockholders at a price 
of not less than $1.25 and not more than $1.50 per share. This price 
represented the market value of the stock. The appellant demanded 
that she be sold her proportionate part of the issue at par.” The 
Court of Appeals ruled that the judgment of the lower court, holding 
that the stockholder was not entitled to purchase his proportionate 
part of the stock at par, was to be affirmed, finding that “the legisla- 
ture in 1946 expressly authorized the sale of an additional issue of 
stock of a corporation not in excess of market value.” McClanhan 
v. The Heidelberg Brewing Co., Court of Appeals of Kentucky, Janu- 
ary 21, 1947. Commerce Clearing House Court Decisions Requisi- 
tion No. 367436. 
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Foreign Corporations 


Alabama. 


Withdrawn foreign corporation ruled not subject to service in 
suit involving cause of action arising in another state subsequent to 
withdrawal, in absence of consent to such suit. Plaintiff, a resident 
of Pennsylvania, instituted suit in the United States District Court 
for the Southern District of Alabama against residents of the Northern 
District and a Florida gas corporation on a cause of action arising 
in a state other than Alabama. An appeal was taken from a judgment 
dismissing the action for lack of venue under Section 51 of the 
Judicial Code. The United States Circuit Court of Appeals, Fifth 
Circuit, observed: “Jurisdiction in this cause depends wholly upon 
diversity of citizenship; and, since none of the parties resided in 
the Southern District of Alabama, it is apparent that the venue was 
improperly laid unless the gas company, expressly or impliedly, 
consented to be sued in that district. It is agreed that the judgment 
below was correct if venue was improperly laid as to the gas com- 
pany.” In 1937, the company had qualified to do business in Alabama 
and appointed an individual as its statutory agent for service of 
process. It ceased to do business in Alabama prior to 1940, though 
it never revoked of record the appointment of the individual as its 
statutory agent. It was not doing business in Alabama when the 
suit was filed or when the cause of action arose. When service was 
attempted to be made upon the company, the individual was no 
longer a resident of the district and could not be found there, having 
left the state. Service upon the corporation was attempted by 
delivering a copy of the summons and complaint to the Secretary of 
State of Alabama. The court said: “The narrow question is whether 
the gas company, by qualifying to do business and appointing a 
statutory agent as aforesaid, consented to be sued in Alabama upon 
a cause of action arising wholly outside the state after it had ceased 
to do business therein.” The court remarked that the company’s 
withdrawal from the state was complete “and its liability to suit 
became exactly the same as if it had never entered the state and 
qualified under its laws to transact business therein as a foreign 
corporation, except that, as to suits upon causes of action arising 
prior to its withdrawal and while it was there engaged in business, 
the Secretary of State of Alabama was deemed its agent for the 
period prescribed by statute.” “In the absence of consent,” concluded 
the court, the “power to render judgment in personam depends upon 
the presence or activities of the defendant within the territorial juris- 
diction of the court rendering the judgment.” A judgment in favor 
of the defendant corporation was affirmed. Smith v. Hydro Gas Co. of 
West Florida, Inc. et al., 187 F. 2d 809. J. Kirkman Jackson of Bir- 
mingham, for appellant. C. B. Arendall, Jr., and T. Massey Bedsole 
of Mobile and Frank M. Young of Birmingham, for appellees. 
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New York. 


Unlicensed foreign corporation, having a related company acting 
as its exclusive buying agent in New York, ruled subject to service 
of process where service was made upon an individual who was presi- 
dent of both companies. Defendant Illinois corporation, not licensed 
in New York, conducted a retail store in Chicago. It had no activities 
in New York other than the activities on its behalf by a related 
New York company, distinct from defendant, whose exclusive func- 
tion was to act as the resident buying agent for the product sold in 
Illinois by defendant. The New York company maintained a sub- 
stantial office and personnel in New York. Large quantities of goods 
were regularly purchased for the defendant, the merchandise being 
examined, marked and priced for defendant. The president of de- 
fendant, on whom service of process was made, was also president 
of the New York company. A motion to vacate and set aside the 
service of summons was denied by the New York Supreme Court, 
Special Term, New York County, Part I. The court regarded de- 
fendant as “doing business” for the purpose of establishing the 
jurisdiction of the court over it in the suit, the purchase of goods 
in New York in a regular and continuous pattern, through an exclu- 
sive buying agent with an established place of business in New York, 
bringing defendant within the jurisdiction of the courts. Cases, 
where a different conclusion was reached with respect to foreign 
corporations which did not purchase merchandise in New York 
through an exclusive buying agent with an established place of busi- 
ness in New York, were distinguished. In conclusion, the court re- 
marked: “The character of defendant’s activities in New York is 
not altered for jurisdictional purposes because defendant’s buying 
agent is a separate corporate entity. A separate corporate entity 
is no less an agent for a foreign corporation than is an individual 
buying agent. As long as either the individual or the separate cor- 
porate entity is acting in New York on behalf of the foreign corpo- 
ration, that latter corporation may thereby become amendable to 
suit in our courts.” Littman v. Morris B. Sachs, Inc., 65 N. Y. S. 2d 
754. Lipton & Nachby (Louis H. Stellman, of counsel), of New 
York City, for plaintiff. Geist & Netter (A. Jos. Geist, Geo. E. 
Netter and Karl Leibel, of counsel), of New York City, for defendant. 
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Ohio. 


The Supreme Court affirms judgment of Ohio Supreme Court 
that sales of goods manufactured in Ohio, shipped to other states 
in interstate commerce, was Ohio business and to be included as 
such in business factor for franchise tax purposes. In /mternational 
Harvester Co. v. Evatt, 64 N. E. 2d 53, (The Corporation Journal, 
February, 1946, page 92), the appellant New Jersey corporation 
owned and operated two factories in Ohio, as well as several factories 
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in other states. It had sales branches in four Ohio cities, with retail] 
stores and substations in fourteen other Ohio cities, and also tnarketed 
its products through independent dealers in about 37 states. The 
relation between Ohio business and the total business of a cor- 
poration constitutes one of the factors employed in the allocation 
of the base of the Ohio franchise tax. Appellant questioned whether 
there should be included in the numerator of this fraction, as repre- 
senting the business done by it in Ohio, any portion of the value of 
the products manufactured by it in Ohio which were sold in inter- 
state commerce, through the shipment of these products from Ohio 
to customers in other states. The Ohio Supreme Court held that 
sales of goods manufactured in Ohio, shipped to other states in 
interstate commerce, constituted Ohio business which was to be 
included as such in the business factor in allocating business for 
franchise tax purposes. Upon appeal, the Supreme Court of the 
United States has affirmed the judgment of the Ohio Supreme Court. 
The higher court noted that the Ohio franchise tax was imposed for 
the privilege of doing business in Ohio for profit and that a part 
of the measure of the tax was an amount equal to the sales price 
of Ohio-manufactured goods sold and delivered to customers in 
other states. Appellant contended that the state thus taxed sales 
made outside of Ohio in violation of the due process clause. The 
Supreme Court observed: “A complete answer to this due process 
contention is that Ohio did not tax these sales.” “It has long been 
established that a state can tax the business of manufacturing. The 
fact that it chose to measure the amount of such a tax by the value 
of the goods the factory has produced, whether of the current or 
a past year, does not transform the tax on manufacturers to some- 
thing else.” Appellant also presented argument against the statute 
on the ground that its application to it unduly burdened interstate 
commerce and therefore violated the commerce clause. In this con- 
nection, the court remarked: “Of course, the commerce clause does 
not bar a state from imposing a tax based on the value of the privilege 
to do an intrastate business merely because it also does an interstate 
business. Ford Motor Co. v. Beauchamp, 308 U. S. 331, 336. Nor 
does the fact that a computation such as that under Ohio law includes 
receipts from interstate sales affect the validity of a fair apportion- 
ment.” International Harvester Company v. Evatt, Tax Commissioner 
of Ohio,* Supreme Court of the United States, January 6, 1947 ; Docket 
No. 75. Commerce Clearing House Court Decisions Requisition 
No. 366276 ; 67 S. Ct. 444. (Rehearing denied, February 3, 1947.) 


* The full text of this opinion is printed in the State Tax Reporter, Ohio, 
page 1391. 


Oklahoma. 


Income of foreign railroad corporation, operating lines in fourteen 
states, ruled that of a unitary business subject to allocation accordi 
to three-factor statutory formula. The trustees of a foreign railroa 
corporation operating lines in fourteen states, including Oklahoma, 
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sought to recover additional state income taxes, paid under protest, 
for the years 1941 and 1942. Its principal source of income was the 
revenue derived from furnishing transportation of freight and pas- 
sengers. The Commission treated the railroad as a unitary enterprise 
and allocated the net system income according to the three-factor 
statutory formula involving ratios, within and without the state, of 
(1) average accumulated investment, (2) expenditures, (3) gross 
sales or revenue. The trial court, the United States District Court 
for the Western District of Oklahoma, approved the method of 
allocation adopted by the Commission. Upon appeal, the railroad 
contended the court erred in concluding the railroad was a unitary 
business, and that the income should be allocated according to the 
income realized from the operations within the state as shown by 
the books of the company, which reflected such state income with 
reasonable clarity. It was also contended that the application of 
the three-factor statutory formula was unconstitutional because it 
allocated to Oklahoma income earned outside the state and therefore 
contravened the Fourteenth Amendment to the Federal Constitution. 
The United States Circuit Court of Appeals, Tenth Circuit, also 
found the railroad to come within the concept of a unitary business 
and that the three-factor formula was properly applicable to it. As 
to the constitutional question, the court remarked: “It is argued 
that by the use of the formula set out in Subsection (g), Oklahoma 
levies a tax on income that does not have its situs within the bound- 
aries of the state. But Oklahoma does not seek to tax property be- 
yond its borders. It seeks to reach only its fair share and proper 
proportion of a unit income of a unitary system operating within 
its borders, and the only question is whether the statutory method 
of allocation reasonably tends to bring this about. If it does, the 
protective provisions of the Fourteenth Amendment are satisfied.” 
The judgment of the District Court was affirmed. Fleming et al. v. 
Oklahoma Tax Commission,* 157 F. 2d 888. Eaton Adams of Chicago, 
Ill. (W. V. Hodges of New York City, J. L. Goree of Chicago, IIL, 
W. R. Bleakmore of Oklahoma City, and W. F. Peter of Chicago, 
Ill., on the brief), for appellants. C. W. King of Oklahoma City 
(E. L. Mitchell and E. J. Armstrong of Oklahoma City, on the brief), 
for appellee. (Petition for writ of certiorari filed in the Supreme Court 
of the United States, December 3, 1946; Docket No. 831. Certiorari 
denied, February 3, 1947.) 


* The full text of this opinion is printed in the State Tax Reporter, Oklahoma, 
page 1778. 


Pennsylvania. 


Sales of product of West Virginia mine, effected by corporate sales 
agent in New York, which represented foreign mining corporation 
with only executive office in Pennsylvania, ruled assignable to Penn- 
sylvania as Pennsylvania gross receipts, in allocating income tax 
of mining company. One of three factors employed in the allocation 
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of net income to Pennsylvania—that relating to the gross receipts 
factor—provides that “the amount of the corporation’s gross receipts 
from business assignable to this Commonwealth shall be the amount 
of its gross receipts for the taxable year from, (1) sales, fees, and 
commissions, except those negotiated or effected in behalf of the 
corporation by agents or agencies chiefly situated at, connected with, 
or sent out from, premises for the transaction of business maintained 
by the taxpayer outside the Commonwealth.” Appellant West Vir- 
ginia corporation, owning and operating a coal mine in that state, 
had its only executive and administrative office in Pennsylvania. 
A corporation in New York was under contract with appellant to 
act as its sales agent and authorized representative for the sale of 
appellant’s coal. The sales agent effected sales to its purchasers, 
collected from them and assumed the credit risk. Orders were for- 
warded to the appellant’s West Virginia mine, where coal was allotted 
and shipped to the sales agent, which received stipulated commis- 
sions. Upon a resettlement of the tax, the appellant questioned the 
inclusion, in the numerator of the gross receipts fraction, of an 
amount representing sales made by the New York sales agent. The 
Court of Common Pleas, Dauphin County, held that this amount 
was properly included, since the sales, so effected, did not come 
within the statutory language quoted so as to be assignable other 
than to Pennsylvania, the court stressing that the premises maintained 
by the sales agent outside the Commonwealth were not maintained 
by the appellant. A contention of the appellant that the sales of the 
sales agent were effected by appellant’s superintendent at the mine 
in West Virginia when he caused the coal to be loaded on the cars 
there was overruled by the court. The sales procured by the sales 
agent in New York were, therefore, ruled attributable to Pennsyl- 
vania. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania v. Minds Coal Mining Corpo- 
ration,* Court of Common Pleas, Dauphin County, December 23, 
1946. James H. Duff, Attorney General, for appellee. Hull, Luby 
& Metzger of Harrisburg, for appellant. Commerce Clearing House 
Court Decisions Requisition No. 365760. 


* The full text of this opinion is printed in the State Tax Reporter, Pennsyl- 
vania, page 10,046. 
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Appealed to the Supreme Court 


The ne cases previously digested in The Corporation Journal have 
been appealed to The Supreme Court of the United States.* 


New York. Docket Nos. 29-30. Carter & Weekes Stevedoring Co. 
v. McGoldrick et al.; John T. Clark & Sonv. McGoldrick et al., 294 N. Y. 
906, 908. (The Corporation Journal, December, 1945, page 52.) New 
York City business tax—applicability to stevedoring activities within 
city limits. Petition for certiorari filed, October 17, 1945. Certiorari 
granted, November 19, 1945. Argued, March 1, 1946. Restored to the 
docket and assigned for reargument before a full bench, April 22, 1946. 
Reargued, November 12, 1946. 


Oxuto. Docket No. 75. International Harvester Company v. Evatt, 
Tax Commissioner of Ohio, 64 N. E. 2d 53. (The Corporation Journal, 
February, 1946, page 92.) State taxation of foreign corporations— 
Ohio franchise tax measured by volume of business done in Ohio. 
Appeal filed, March 29, 1946. Probable jurisdiction noted, May 6, 1946. 
Argued, December 12, 1946. — affirmed, January 6, 1947. (See 
page 287.) Rehearing denied, February 3, 1947. 


OxtaHoma. Docket No. 831. Fleming et al. v. Oklahoma Tax Com- 
mission, 157 F.2d 888. (The Corporation Journal, April, 1947, page 288.) 
Recovery of state income taxes—foreign corporation—applicability 
of formula for computation of tax. Petition for certiorari filed, Decem- 
ber 30, 1946. Certiorari denied, February 3, 1947. 


* Data compiled from CCH U. S. Supreme Court Service 1946-1947. 
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Regulations and Rulings 


ArKansasS—No sales tax is due on a shipment of hay into the state, 
where the hay was bought outside the state. (Opinion of the Attorney 
General, Arkansas State Tax Reporter, { 70-211.) 

Where a public school district bought school buses within the 
state, but bought the bus bodies outside the state and delivery was 
accepted outside the state, the school district does not owe sales taxes. 
Since the title to the bus bodies passed to the district before they 
reached the state, the transaction amounted to interstate commerce 
on which a sales tax cannot be collected under the laws of Arkansas. 
(Opinion of the Attorney General, Arkansas State Tax Reporter, 
q 70-211.) 

Connecticut—Machinery attached to buildings is assessable as 
“real estate” when it is permanently attached to the land or buildings 
and intended to be used as a fixture. (Opinion, Attorney General to 
State Tax Commissioner, Connecticut State Tax Reporter, J 2503.) 


District oF CoLtumBia—The information furnished by a taxpayer 
in connection with the District Income Tax in any case is not a record 
which can be made available to the public. (Opinion of the Corpora- 
tion Counsel to the Commissioners, District of Columbia Tax 
Reporter, J 14-056.) 

MaryLanD—The amount for which income tax credit is allowable 
is the sum that was payable during the income tax year. (Opinion 
of the Attorney General, Maryland State Tax Reporter, J 10-907.) 

No recordation tax can be charged upon a deed for which there 
is no consideration. (Opinion of the Attorney General, Maryland State 
Tax Reporter, {[ 48-507.) 

New Jersey—The Division of Tax Appeals has ruled that fuel 
brought into the state by tanker, unloaded and stored in tanks where 
it is mingled with the products of others and allowed to remain in 
storage for an indeterminate period for other than natural causes or 
lack of facilities for immediate transportation, is not in interstate com- 
merce and is subject to local taxation. (New Jersey State Tax 
Reporter, { 24-062.) 

North Carotina—A municipality may not charge more than 
one dollar per year on each motor vehicle as a license and privilege 
tax on the use of such motor vehicle. (Opinion of the Attorney Gen- 
eral, North Carolina State Tax Reporter, J 50-050.) 


Norte Daxota—A person moving into North Dakota from another 
state and bringing with him household furniture and an automobile, 
is not required to pay the use tax if a sales or use tax has already been 
paid in such other state. (Opinion of the Attorney General, North 
Dakota State Tax Reporter, { 64-005.) 


Texas—The filing of a certificate of reduction of capital by a for- 
eign corporation is an amendment or supplement to the original articles 
of incorporation and subject to the minimum filing fee. (Opinion of 
the Attorney General, Texas State Tax Reporter, {] .445.) 
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Some Important Matters for 
March and April 


This Calendar does not purport to be a complete calendar of all matters requiring 
attention by corporations in any given state. It is a condensed calendar of the more 
important requirements covered by the State Report and Tax Bulletins of The 
Corporation Trust Company. Attorneys interested in being furnished with timely 
and complete information regarding all state requirements in any one or more states, 
including information regarding teem practices and rulings, may obtain details 
from any office of The Corporation Trust Company or C T Corporation System. 


AtaBAMA—Annual Franchise Tax Return due between January 1 and 
March 15.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Income Tax Return and Returns of Information at the 
source due on or before March 15.—Domestic and Foreign 
Corporations. 

Annual Franchise Tax due April 1, but may be paid with- 
out penalty until April 30.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Arizona—Income Tax Return and Returns of Information at the 
source due on or before March 15.—Domestic and Foreign 
Corporations. 

Annual Statement of Mining Companies due between Janu- 
ary 1 and April 1—Domestic and Foreign Corporations engaged 
in mining of any kind. 

CaLIFORNIA—Franchise (Income) Tax Return and Payment of one- 
half of tax due on or before March 15.—Domestic and Foreign 
Corporations. 

Quarterly Retail Sales Tax Return and Payment due on 
or before April 15.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
CotoraDo—Annual Report due on or before March 15.—Domestic and 

Foreign Corporations. 

Income Tax Return due on or before April 15.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 

Annual License Tax due on or before May 1—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 

Connecticut—Income Tax Return due on or before April 1.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 


DeLawarE—Returns of Information at the source due on or before 
April 30.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations making certain 
payments of salaries, dividends, interest or other income to 
citizens or residents of Delaware during 1946. 

Annual Franchise Tax due after April 1 and before July 1 
—Domestic Corporations. 

District oF CoLtumB1A—Income Tax Return due on or before April 15. 
—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Georci1a—Income Tax Return and Returns of Information at the source 
due on or before March 15.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Intangible Property Tax Return due on or before March 15. 
—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
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IpaHo—Income Tax Return and Returns of Information at the source 
due on or before March 15.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations, 
InpIana—Quarterly Gross Income Tax Return and Payment due on 
or before April 30.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
Iowa—Income Tax Return and Returns of Information at the source 
due on or before March 31.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations, 
Return of Taxes withheld at the source due on or before 
March 31.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
oe Retail Sales Tax Return and Payment due on 
or before April 20.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
Kansas—Annual Report and Franchise Tax due on or before March 31, 
—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
Income Tax Return due on or before April 15.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 
Kentucky—Returns of Information at the source due on or before 
March 15.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Income Tax and Corporation License Tax Return due on 
or before April 15—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
Marytanp—Annual Report (Personal Property Return) due on or 

before April 15.—Domestic Corporations. 
Franchise Tax Report and Franchise Tax due on or before 
April 15.—Domestic Corporations. 
Income Tax Return due on or before April 15.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 
Annual Report (Personal Property Return) and Filing Fee 
due on or before April 15.—Foreign Corporations. 
MassacHuusetTts—Excise Tax Return due on or before April 10.— 
Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
Micuican—Intangible Personal Property Tax Return due on or 
before March 31.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
MinneEsota—Income Tax Return due on or before March 15.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 
Annual Report due between January 1 and April 1.—For- 
eign Corporations. 
MisstssipP1—Income Tax Return due on or before March 15.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 
Returns of Information at the source due on or before 
March 15.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
Missouri—Income Tax Return due on or before March 15.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 
Montana—Returns of Information at the source due on or before 
March 15.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
Annual Statement due within two months from April 1.—- 
Foreign Corporations. 
NEBRASKA—Statement to Tax Commissioner due on or before April 15. 
—Foreign Corporations. 
Nevapa—Annual Statement of Business due not later than month of 
March.—Foreign Corporations. 
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New HampsHrre—Annual Return due on or before April 1—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 

Franchise Tax due on or before April 1—Domestic Cor- 
porations. 

New JersEy—Annual Franchise Tax Return and Tax due on or before 
April 30.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

New Mexico—Franchise Tax Return due on or before March 15.— 
Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Returns of Information at the source due on or before 
April 1—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Income Tax Returns due on or before April 15.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 

Franchise Tax due on or before May 1.—Domestic and 
Foreign Corporations. 

New Yorx—Returns of Taxes Withheld at the source due on or before 
March 15 (extended from February 15).—Domestic and Foreign 
Corporations. 

Annual Franchise (Income) Tax Return (Form 3 CT, Arti- 
cle 9A, Tax Law), due on or before May 15, together with one- 
half of tax.—Domestic and Foreign Business Corporations, Holding 
Companies and Investment Trusts. 

NortH Carottina—Income Tax Return and Returns of Information at 
the source due on or before March 15.—Domestic and Foreign 
Corporations. 

Intangible Property Tax Return due on or before March 15. 
—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

North Daxota—Income Tax Return and Returns of Information at 
the source due on or before March 15.—Domestic and Foreign 
Corporations. 

Quarterly Retail Sales Tax Return and Payment due on or 
before April 20.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Annual Report due between January 1 and April 1.—For- 
eign Corporations. 

On1o—Annual Franchise Tax Report due between January 1 and 
March 31.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Annual Statement of Proportion of Capital Stock due 
between January 1 and March 31.—Foreign Corporations. 
OxKLaHoma—Income Tax Return due on or before March 15.—Domestic 

and Foreign Corporations. 


Orecon—Excise (Income) Tax Return due on or before April 15.— 
Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 


PENNSYLVANIA—Capital Stock Tax Report and Tax and Corporate 
Loans Report and Tax due on or before March 15.—Domestic 
Corporations. 

Franchise Tax Report and Tax and Corporate Loans Tax 
Report and Tax due on or before March 15.—Foreign Corporations. 

Bonus Tax Report due on or before March 15.—Domestic 
Corporations. 





298 The Corporation Journal 


PENNSYLVANIA—continued 

Bonus Report due on or before March 15.—Foreign 
Corporations. 

Income Tax Return due on or before April 15.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 

Ruope Istanp—Corporation Tax Return due on or before March 15.— 
Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Semi-Annual Report to Division of Industrial Inspection 
due in April and October.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations 
employing five or more persons in Rhode Island. 

SoutH Carotina—Income Tax Return due on or before March 15.— 
Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Returns of Information at the source due on or before 
March 15.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Souts Daxota—Quarterly Retail Sales Tax Return and Payment due 
on or before April 15.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Texas—Annual Franchise Tax Report due between January 1 and 
March 15.—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Annual Franchise Tax due on or before May 1.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 

Unrtep States—Income Tax Return due on or before March 15.— 
Domestic Corporations and Foreign Corporations having an 
office or place of business in the United States. 

Utan—Income (Franchise) Tax Return due on or before March 15.— 
Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

VermMont—Income (Franchise) Tax Return due on or before March 15. 
—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

Extension of Certificate of Authority due on or before 
April 1.—Foreign Corporations. 

Vircintra—Income Tax Return due on or before April 15—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 

West Vircinta—Annual License Tax Report due in April.—Foreign 
Corporations. 

Quarterly Business and Occupation (Gross Sales) Tax 
Return and Payment due on or before April 30—Domestic and 
Foreign Corporations. 

Wisconsin—Income Tax Return and Returns of Information at the 
source due on or before March 15.—Domestic and Foreign 
Corporations. 

Annual Report due between January 1 and April 1.—Domestic 
and Foreign Corporations. 
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The Corporation Trust Company’s 
Supplementary Literature 


In connection with its various activities The Corporation Trust Company publishes 
the following supplemental pamphlets, any of which will be sent without charge 
to readers of The Journal. Address The Corporation Trust Company, 
120 Broadway, New York 5, N. Y. 


Suppose the Corporation’s Charter Didn’t Fit! Shows how charter 
provisions which suit well enough at time of organization may be 
handicaps for the corporation in later life—some measures to avoid them that a 
lawyer may help his client to take. 

What! We Need a Transfer Agent? Nonsense! The foregoing is the 
title of a pamphlet which describes in detail, with many illustrations, 
the exact steps through which a stock certificate goes in being transferred from 
one owner to another by an experienced transfer agent. 

When a Corporation Is P. W. O. L. A simple explanation of the 
reasons for and purposes of the foreign corporation laws of the 
various states, and illustrations of when and how a corporation makes itself 
amenable to them. Of interest both to attorneys and to corporation officials. 

Contracts You Can’t Enforce. Interesting case-histories which show 
advisability of contractor getting lawyer’s advice before undertaking 
construction work outside his home state, even for federal government. 

What Constitutes Doing Business. (Revised to June 1, 1946.) A 
191-page book containing brief digests of decisions selected from 
those in the various states as indicating what is construed in each state as 
“doing business.” 

After the Agent for Service Is Gone. What will happen then if suit is 


brought against the company? Some examples taken from actual 
court cases, with full texts of the final decisions. 


Delaware Corporations. Presents in convenient form a digest of the 
Delaware corporation law, its advantages for business corporations, 


the attractive provisions for non par value stock, and a brief summary of the 
statutory requirements, procedure and costs of incorporation, 


Spot Stocks—and Interstate Commerce. Treats, in a general and 
informal way, of the relation between the carrying of goods in 
warehouses in outside state and the statutory obligations which that activity, 
in some states, places on the corporation owning the goods. 

We've Always Got Along This Way. A 24-page pamphlet of cases in 
various states in which corporation officials who had thought they 
were getting along very well with statutory representation by a business employe 
suddenly found themselves in trouble. 

Judgment by Default. Gives the gist of Rarden v. Baker and similar 
cases, showing how corporations qualified as foreign in any state 


and utilizing their business employes as statutory representatives are sometimes 
left defenseless in personal damage and other suits. 
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The Corporation Journal is published by The Corpora- 
tion Trust Company monthly, except in July, August, and 
September. Its purpose is to provide, in systematic and con- 
venient form, brief digests of significant current decisions of 
the courts, and the more important regulations, rulings or 
opinions of official bodies, which have a bearing on the or- 
ganization, maintenance, conduct, regulation, or taxation of 
business corporations. It will be mailed regularly, postpaid 
and without charge, to lawyers, accountants, corporation 
officials, and others interested in corporation matters, upon 
written request to any of the company’s offices. 


When it is desired to preserve The Journal in a perma- 
nent file, a special and very convenient form of binder will 
be furnished at cost ($1.50). 









